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NOTICES OF RECENT PUBLICATIONS. NOTICES OF RECENT PUBLICATIONS. 

With sufficient subtlety to be agreeable, and with not so much as to be teasing and 

puerile, he has drawn the parallels suggested by that odd world which is so utterly 
different from the mixed quiet and depth of the middle ages, from the furor poeticus et 

politicus of the renaissance, and from the comfortable wisdom of the eighteenth century 
-so like our modern measles and dyspepsia and silliness, but, as in our case, not without 
some " clever-silliness " to dash the cocktail. The " love of encyclopaedias "-one of 
Professor Phillimore's very pretty touches; the earlier equivalents of our pragmatism 
and pluralism and other ingeniously jargoned fashions of evading questions which one 
cannot answer; the "broad-minded" eclecticism, which is simply a symptom of a 
mental physique too weak to have a backbone, and too narrow to have a definite bulk- 
all these things were in the days of Philostratus, and he has shown them in this enigmatic 
production " to " Apollonius. Of what the " to" means; whether Apollonius ever 

existed; whether (here Professor Phillimore is less Socratic and more positive than 

usual) the book is a romance, as he thinks, or whether it is something more or less; 
what its relation is to Christian categorics or apologetics-on all these he speaks generally 
as has been said, Socratically, always learnedly and not seldom with a pungency rather 
Lucianic than Philostratean. Of course the exposition is sometimes, if not usually, 
a masked battery; but that makes the perusal of it all the livelier. 

That the Apollonius is neither an attack on Christianity nor a definite attempt to 
substitute scmething for it, may be taken as tolerably certain; that it is an expression of 
the general feeling, " Wanted, a religion," is still more so. But the want is superficial, 
dilettante, fashionable; and that, as such, it comes again nearer and ever nearer to 
modern discussions, not merely about actual religion but about social reform, rights if not 
of man yet of sexes, classes, quasi-national groups and so on, is clearest of all. Its obvious, 
if mainly unconscious, insincerity; its saturation with the written, if not the printed, book; 
its character of the novel (perhaps " romance " is too high a word for it), all complete 
the resemblance, and, to those who have eyes to see, intensify the interest. Yet it is 
Philostratus who gives us the only definition of imagination that we get till Shakespeare; 
it is Philostratus who, in his portraits more or less favourable of sages Indian and 
African, of the Tyanean himself, an'd of that very puzzling and very amusing " Damis " 
who suggests now Boswell and now Mirabeau's fils adoptif, is almost a modern character- 
monger. He has not Lucian's all-dissolving irony, nor his marvellous style, nor that 
resistless and almost diabolic quality of "possessing " every subject he touches, which 

distinguishes the Samosatan. But if he is less universal he is more particular; he is 
more like an actual inhabitant (a very respectable and cultivated inhabitant) of 
the Roman empire than a criticising visitor from some planet, probably Mercury. 

And so, quite independently of the interesting minor problems which to some 
extent beset even his identity and date, and to a still greater extent the attribution 
of other works to him, he is more than well worth reading to-day. And those who 
cannot or, if they can, will not read him in his own language, may be congratulated 
on having the chance of doing so in this present translation: while those who have read 
him in the original should certainly read him again here, and devote no little attention 
to the introductory matter, which perhaps they only are quite in a position to 

appreciate, but which no intelligent person, however little of a technical scholar, can 
read without enjoyment and profit. 

GEORGE SAINTSBURY. 

DAS KELTISCHE BRITANNIEN BIS ZU KAISER ARTHUR. Von ERNST WINDISCH. Abhand- 
lungen der philol. histor. Klasse der kgl. sachs. Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, xxix, 6. 302 pp. 
Leipzig: Teubner. 9 Mk. 

Thirty years ago, when I was an undergraduate far more concerned with philology 
than with Roman Britain, the name and the writings of Prof. Windisch counted high in 

my studies. Now I meet them again in what seems at first look a different field, while 
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my studies. Now I meet them again in what seems at first look a different field, while 
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NOTICES OF RECENT PUBLICATIONS. 

it is in reality only a different part of the same philological field. For the title of his 
book is somewhat misleading. One would expect it to comprise both philology (and 
literature) and also archaeology, and perhaps indeed to give more space to archaeology 
than to anything else. The actual volume does not do that. It is philological, 
linguistic, literary. Of the archaeological evidences, of Late Keltic art and culture, 
of the interaction of Keltic and Mediterranean fashions, of the Romanisation of the 
Kelt, and so forth, it says practically nothing. It mentions, indeed, certain Gaulish 
monuments of dieux au maillet, dieux ? la roue, gods with three faces, and the like; 
but these, which are of course very well known, have practically nothing to do with 
the British Isles, and their inclusion is perhaps likely only to confuse. On the other hand 
it deals with real though varying fullness with linguistic matters, and it is the student 
of philology or literature, not the student of history or archaeology, to whom it most 
appeals.. As a philological monograph it has much value. One can read with pleasure 
and profit what Prof. Windisch has to say of the derivations of such names as Druid, 
Pict, Brigantes, or his demolition of the god Lugus, who, however, will, I fancy, survive 
the attack here made on his existence. Still more the pages on Arthur and his knights, 
on Peredur and the Gral, Tristan and Isolde, and the like, which fill the last two-thirds 
of his volume, are rich in technical interest, though they hardly fall within the natural 
scope of our " Roman Studies." 

Had the book been confined to these matters of philology and literature we should 
have been well content. Unfortunately, its earlier chapters make some attempt to 
deal with history, and it is against this history that some protest seems required. It 
is bad enough that this history ignores archaeological evidence, and takes heed only of 
written evidence and of etymologies. That is not the way to study the Keltic elements 
in early Britain: it necessarily results in a one-sided, outlook and an imperfect picture. 
It is worse that the history which results should also contain unproven and even improbable 
assertions, and some positive and surprising blunders. Prof. Windisch tells us that no 
Roman coins later than A.D. 374 have ever been found in Britain; that the legionary 
fortresses of Isca Silurum and Deva, Caerleon and Chester, were" towns "; that Britain 
was divided into two provincial administrations as early as Hadrian's reign ; that the 
fourth-century Comes Britanniarum commanded no troops (Seeck is not even referred 
to on this matter); that the Wall of Pius was held as late as Septimius Severus, and so 
forth. Perhaps the twelfth chapter, on Towns, Roads and Provinces, is the most 
unsatisfactory thing in the book. It is possible to make out a rough list of Romano- 
British towns; such a list is, indeed, in print and might be used to illustrate the Keltic 
and Roman elements in the province. Prof. Windisch takes no heed of that; instead, 
he refers to the late Mr. Conybeare, of all authorities in the world, for a catalogue of 
63 towns which is notoriously unreliable. When he goes on to mention, as he was bound 
to, the 28 cities of " Nennius," he tells us nothing of the date of the schedule nor the 
geographical area to which it refers, nor its general value; and when he passes to the 
provincial divisions of the fourth century, he serves up the old rubbish, without any 
regard for the epigraphic mention of the Prima Provincia found long since at Cirencester. 
Throughout it is plain, both from his statements and from his references to modern 
writers, that he knows little either of Keltic Britain during the Roman period or of 
the work done on it during recent years. 

I turn from this melancholy criticism to a point discussed by Prof. Windisch in the 
later part of his work, which yet has some connexion with Roman studies. The great 
Oxford romancer of the twelfth century, Geoffrey of Monmouth, tells us that he used 
for his Historia Regum Britanniae a " liber vetustissimus Britannici sermonis," which 
he rendered or caused to be rendered (" transferre curavi ") into Latin. Many, perhaps 
most, modern scholars have denounced this as pure fiction, or all but pure fiction. Prof. 
Windisch thinks there was a real liber, a work, maybe, of the ninth or tenth century, 
that it was neither Welsh nor Breton, as has been thought, but Britannic and possibly 
Cornish, that Geoffrey annexed it more or less bodily and that it contains here and 
there genuine scraps of Roman and post-Roman history otherwise unknown to us. This 
is, of course, the point at which Roman historians become concerned. 
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I do not think Prof. Windisch has made out his case. There certainly survive here and 
there in mediaeval writers (for example, in John of Salisbury), scraps of Roman literature 
and history from sources since entirely lost, or at any rate lost during all the middle ages. 
But I may confess to having searched Geoffrey through in vain for such remnants. 
Prof. Windisch urges that Geoffrey does not appear to him to be a compiler of the early 
mediaeval type, and that much of his matter seems to explain briefer statements inNennius: 
his paragraphs 

" beruhen auf damals schon alter Ueberlieferung, denn die Worte des 
Nennius erklaren sich aus ihnen" (p. I30). Of course, if Geoffrey did nothing but 
make or order a translation, his personality ceases to matter. But after all, more is 
known of him than theparagraphs in the Historia in which he uses the first person. 
As to his relation to Nennius, the facts make on me exactly the opposite impression 
from that received by Prof. Windisch. Geoffrey seems to me to expand Nennius in the 
usual mediaeval manner, carried to an extreme. One may search his narrative in vain 
for a single definite fact of Roman history that is true and that is not drawn 
from Nennius or from other sources open to the romancer. Prof. Windisch certainly 
adduces none. When Giraldus Cambrensis cites the fourth-century division of Britain 
into five provinces, and says that he learnt it from a manuscript in Rome, we know that 
he is telling the truth, for his list is correct, and that list was unknown to any other 
mediaeval writer, and remained indeed unknown until the printing of the Notitia at 
the Renaissance. If Geoffrey told us any such fact, we might attach value to his 
Britannic book. But what Geoffrey does tell us is, for the most part, about as 
credible as most of the Gesta Romanorum. 

I am therefore inclined to adhere to my own previously expressed view, that, while 
there is no reason to disbelieve in the Britannic book, it was probably a collection of 
late Keltic legends, containing no discoverable scrap of genuine, but otherwise unknown, 
history, and that the true history in Geoffrey's work was wholly taken by him from 
sources well known to us and to all mediaeval writers. That he ends his work at the point 
where Nennius stops is fair proof that he based his work on Nennius. Where the 
Britannic book came from is another matter, on which something could be said elsewhere. 

F. HAVERFIELD. 

A CATALOGUE OF THE ANCIENT SCULPTURES PRESERVED IN THE MUNICIPAL 
COLLECTIJNS OF ROME. THE SCULPTURES OF THE MUSEO CAPITOLINO. Two 
vols. By members of the British School at Rome, edited by H. STUART JONES. Text, 9; x 5}, 
viii+419 pp. Plates, I3 x I. 93 plates. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1912. ~,3 3s. net. 

It is not an easy matter to make the catalogue of a large collection of representative 
ancient sculpture. The science of archaeology extends its boundaries so rapidly that 
it must tax the powers even of an Amelung or a Reinach to keep in touch with all the 
developments of contemporary criticism. Where, as in the case of this publication 
of the British School at Rome, the task of cataloguing is divided among a number of 
workers, the lighter labours of the individual are more than counterbalanced by the 
increased anxieties of the editor. It says much for Mr. Stuart Jones' industry and tact 
that he has kept so large a team in such admirable harmony. If all the collaborators 
do not see entirely eye to eye on such a much-discussed topic as the so-called 
"Hellenistic " reliefs, yet in the very practical test to which the present writer has 
recently put the catalogue in the course of several visits to the Capitol he has found 
no discrepancies of importance. 

The work consists of a large octavo volume of text and a folio of collotype plates. 
It must be frankly confessed that the latter are disappointing. The plates of Amelung's 
Vatican Catalogue have been criticised with some justice from the artistic point of view, 
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